The present venture does not aim to be comprehensive. In fact, the wish of its proponents was that of merely providing a contribution to a widely articulated and long-standing debate amongst scholars and practitioners -and that we believe will remain topical for long -in order to prompt that debate further along. On that score, the present authors are pleased that the subject matter of the present Special Issue will soon be discussed anew, and on a much wider scale, within the framework of the annual symposium of the European Society of International Law (ESIL) taking place this year in Oslo.
The Issue at Stake
One hardly needs to recall how, at the beginning of the present century, "fragmentation" was the main "mantra" in the scholarly debate, as well as in the legal diplomacy, about the international law process. It may be argued that one of the factors that has ignited such a debate was the so-called proliferation of international courts and tribunals.1 After more than a decade since the inception of such a debate, the concerns about the risks of fragmentation of international law are far from over. At the same time, one may note a substantial shift in the attitude of international legal scholars towards the role of courts and tribunals, the latter being increasingly presented as promotors of "systemic integration" within international law,2 while "judicial dialogue" and "legal certainty" have become the keywords in this debate.3 Against this background, one may wonder whether the past critical attitude towards judicial pluralism, assumed to be a threat to the coherence of the international legal order, was simply exaggerated, or whether it is the current more optimistic approach to the matter that is overestimating the beneficial impact of judicial dialogue in the international legal order. Paradoxically, looking at some of the outstanding cases of contemporary international case law, one could find room for justifying both of the above
